RATE CASE PROPOSAL FRAMEWORK
(December 1 and 2 WC Workshop) 
Purpose:  Develop the framework for a strategy to influence the fish and wildlife budget in the BPA Rate Case using the “foundational” approach proposed by Delwiche in his CBB interview.

1. Identify biological objectives for wildlife.

· Fully mitigate for FCRPS construction and inundation (C&I) losses throughout the Columbia River Basin.  

· Achieve and maintain full ecological integrity on mitigation lands to support target species in Appendix C of the 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program (FWP). 

· Actively restore priority habitats identified in Appendix C (FWP) and biological diversity on mitigation lands to restore the pre-dam native plant and animal community (the point in time needs clarification).  (Focus on achieving habitat units vs. community function?)
· Attain and maintain sustainable habitat complexity on mitigation lands that are appropriate to the particular ecoregion (the point in time needs clarification). 
2. Propose actions to meet wildlife objectives.

· Land protection (fee-title acquisitions, easements, leases, land exchanges, etc.)

· Habitat restoration and enhancement (planting, seeding, burning, non-native species eradication, land deleveling, stream channel reconstruction, predator control, species reintroduction, fence construction/removal, etc.)

· Operation and Maintenance of baseline and/or actively restored/enhanced conditions (burning, weed control, livestock rotation, mowing, mechanical disturbance to maintain successional species, M&E, etc.)
3. Prioritize actions relative to Basin and Province.

· Identify which Provinces (Focus Provinces) are under-mitigated (need to update Bonneville’s HU tables to determine where and at what level C&I losses have not been compensated) These Focus Provinces will be given funding priority for protection, restoration and enhancement activities.
· Develop criteria to prioritize funding for the above Focus Provinces.
· Insure baseline O&M actions are funded on existing mitigation lands along with the level of active restoration/enhancement actions needed to achieve biological objectives and HU crediting.
· Develop Agreements among the Wildlife Managers describing criteria for allocation of wildlife mitigation funds to assure equity (either from trust funds or from the 15% share of total budget).

· Assure that if 15% sharing is used (rather than trust fund) that baseline O&M funding is guaranteed.

4. Look at current project spending by category on existing projects in order to assess the appropriate funding instrument (expense or capital)
· O&M (maintaining base-line conditions or post active restoration and enhancement conditions)

· Restoration/enhancement (activities designed to return habitat to its former condition)
· M&E
· Protection (fee title acquisition, easements, land exchange, etc.)

5. Identify the difference between current spending levels and what is needed to achieve optimal (define) habitat condition on mitigation lands.
6. Use current BPA integrated program funding level of $139 million as base line ($19.05M/yr) (Actual spending $5M, $6M, & $5M for 2001-3.) for comparison to assist in determining current annual funding needs, how much more could have been spent ($20M?) and then adjust this amount for inflation to determine the correct value for current needs ($25M?). Use MOA period (1996-2001) as base line ($15M/yr) for comparison to assist in determining current annual funding needs.
7. Determine wildlife funding levels by Province for 2001- 2003 to present for reference. (See spreadsheet)
8. Develop a strategy for two funding options:  trust fund approach and status-quo approach without dedicated funds for wildlife projects (non-trust fund option) 
· Trust Fund Option:  Develop draft agreement for a Basin-wide trust fund (spend-down or interest based approaches) and propose partial or total indemnification of BPA’s HU obligation for C&I to individual projects, agencies or workgroups.
· Status Quo Option:  New projects and renewal of ongoing/existing projects would compete with all other applicants in Basin.  One of the dangers with this option is that ongoing O&M for existing mitigation lands is not assured. An approach to ensure minimum baseline conditions are funded for existing mitigation lands would be that a dedicated O&M budget be taken off the top of the Council’s Wildlife Expense Budget; another approach would be the use of multi-year contracts (ten to fifteen years).  (Other options?)
· Develop MOA language to accomplish the above options.

9. Explore possible ideas to present to BPA as incentives for beginning serious negotiations on long-term funding agreements for acquisition, restoration and enhancement and O&M.  (Need more alternatives)
· Provides funding level certainty

· PR value

· Increases efficiencies and saves money by reducing COTR/CO time managing contracts and project activities.
· Reduces level of potential conflict between project sponsors and BPA micromanagers
· Contributes to recovery of fish populations (more specificity needed) 
· Advantage of Trust Agreement vs. Status Quo (“pay-as-you-go” annually) Comparison of total projected costs over expected life of a time-certain indemnification Trust Agreement with re-opener (to address ongoing O&M and secondary and operational loss obligations) dams vs. what BPA would be expected to pay over the time period of agreement.  Tom Giese will work on some formulas to illustrate the differences.
10. Characterize benefit to wildlife managers (tribes, agencies) (Need more alternatives)
· Reduces resources needed to deal with process thereby increasing proportion of funds spent on wildlife mitigation

· More freedom for adaptive management activities.

· Funding certainty

· Accommodation for stochastic events (funding earmarked for contingencies) 

· Funding equity 

11.   Skeletal Schedule (Deadline for completion – February 1, 2005)
· November 17, 2004 - Strawman sent to WC Rate Case Work Group for review/edits
· November 23, 2004 - Strawman distributed to WC 

· November 30, 2004 - briefing for MMG

· December 1 and 2, 2004 - WC Workshop, formulation of workgroups to prepare pieces of Rate Case proposal to Delwiche/BPA, direction and focus of strategy, deliverables, schedule, and process to keep involved members on track will be determined and ratified.
· December 2004 through January 2005 - Workgroups produce deliverables.  Teleconferences as needed.
· December 2 (Dick Stone at meeting w/ Delwiche?) or December ? (before Christmas holidays, week of December 13, if a special meeting needed) - Reality check from Delwiche to determine if what we are proposing in concept meets BPA’s/Delwiche’s objectives for consideration of wildlife interests.   

· December/January MMG meetings (dates unknown) - Seek concurrence from MMG after coordinating with all committee chairs and coordinators (AFC, WC, RFC)

· Early January, 2005 - Work Group meeting to finalize presentation/package/case, send out to WC for final edits

· January 2005 - Meeting with Delwiche 
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